i he ITT Case; An Ever More Dismal Swamp 



The ITT hearings in the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee have developed a bad habit of veering off 
into irrelevancies (encouraged, no doubt by those 
who would like to see them go away entirely) and 
it might be worth reminding ourselves of the cen- 
tral issues involved in this affair. ' The immediate 
question is the fitness of Richard Kleindienst to be 
attorney general, which is what the Judiciary Com- 
mittee is supposed to be deciding. Beyond that, 
there is the broader question of the administra- 
tion’s handling of the ITT antitrust suit, and what, 
if any, relation there may have been between the 
out-of-court settlement and a lavish offer by ITT to 
pay up to $400,000 in the cost of this summer’s Re- 
publican Convention. And beyond that, there is the 
question of what it all says about the integrity of 
what we have called the Dismal Swamp of Ameri- 
can Politics — about a system which can tolerate a 
large financial contribution to the Republican Party 
by a giant corporation whose fate and fortune is at 
same moment squarely in the hands of the anti- 
trust division of the Justice Department in a Re- 
publican administration. 

We have seen and heard enough to have a sensa- 
tion of sinking into an ever more dismal swamp,, 
and to be certain that there is a lot more to be 
learned. But none of what we need to know has 
much to do with whether Mrs. Dita Beard, a Wash- 
ington lobbyist for ITT, was in a “stupor” at a 
party before the Kentucky Derby, or was raising 
the wrong questions at the wrong time with the 
Attorney General, or whether he cut her off in 
rough terms, which you would expect him to do 
under the circumstances, whatever hand he might 
have played in the ITT affair. Former Kentucky 
Governor Louie B. Nunn told the committee that- 
Mrs. Beard was “usually” drinking — “sometimes 
more . . . sometimes less”— whenever he saw her 
and while this may say something about the level 
of chivalry in Kentucky it is of little value in estab- 
lishing the validity of the reliability of the cele- 
brated memorandum written by Mrs. Beard and 
made public by Jack Anderson, which first linked 
the convention gift to the ITT settlement. 

Much the same may be said for the lurid testi- 
mony by Dr. "Victor L. Liszka, the Arlington heart 
surgeon, which tells us a good deal more about his 
sense of the confidentiality of the doctor-patient 
relationship than it does about the facts of this 
affair. He told the committee that Mrs. Beard’s 
“thought processes have not been well coordinated’ 
from time to time over the past years, that she 
“drinks excessively” when under stress and she is 
occasionally “disturbed and irrational” as a result 
of a heart condition, all of which was sharply chal- 
lenged by another doctor in the case, who now 
claims Mrs. Beard as his patient and does not ques- 
tion her mental health. Apart from this, Dr. Liszka 
has given the committee a great deal of hearsay, to 
the effect that Mrs. Beard “didn’t mean the things 



she seemed to imply” in her memorandum, with- 
out saying what these things were that she didn’t 
mean to imply. (In fact, the memorandum doesn’t 
do much implying; it firmly asserts a relationship 
between ITT’s convention financing and the anti- 
trust agreement.) 

In brief, Dr. Liszka’s testimony seemed to be al- 
most entirely directed toward discrediting Mrs. 
Beard and her memorandum and we impute a 



motive to him only because he has admitted to hav- 
ing one; in his explanation for paying a call on 
Mr. Kleipdienst’s office both before and after flying 
to visit Mrs. Beard’s hospital bedside, he told this 
newspaper “I asked to come and see them. I wanted 




to clear up this matter of the so-called deal.’’ Apart 
from his possible competence to testify about Mrs. 
Beard s state of health, what business, may we ask, 
was this of his to “clear up” a question involving 
ITT and the federal government? 

That is what we mean by our reference to irrel- 
evancies: the central question here is not whether 
Mrs. Beard is reliable, but whether there is any 
truth to her memorandum; nobody has yet denied 
that she wrote it, or that ITT did in fact offer to 
finance up to 3400,000 of the cost of the conven- 
tion the city of San Diego confirmed that yester- 
day; and nobody can deny that the ITT antitrust 
suit was settled out of court and in a manner which 
required a change of heart on the part of Judge 
Richard M. McLaren, then head of the antitrust 
division, who had clearly indicated from the start 
that he wished to obtain a Supreme Court ruling on 
the case. What has been denied, by Mr. Kleindienst 
and Mr. Mitchell and ITT, is that there was any 
connection between the turn taken by the antitrust 
case and the offer of financial backing for the Re- 
publican Convention, and that may well be the case. 
But the official denials of some link between the 
two would be more persuasive if they had not al- 
ready been seriously challenged . in important 
aspects by compelling evidence. Mr. Kleindienst, 
for example, began with a public letter last Novem- 
ber entirely disassociating himself from any role 
in the ITT case, which he said was “handled and 
negotiated exclusively” by the antitrust division 
and Mr. McLaren, and that categorical assertion has 
already been shredded by testimony that: 

* An ITT director met at least five times with 
Mr. Kleindienst who then took him around „to Mr. 
McLaren for further meetings: 

• Mr. Kleindienst interceded with Solicitor Gen- 
eral Erwin Griswold to arrange to delay the filing 
of a government brief to the Supreme Court on a 
case associated with the ITT action. 

• Mr. McLaren asked White House aide Peter 
Flanagin to recruit an outside financial adviser to 
help him decide the ITT case and received the ad- 
viser’s report, which played a significant role in 
the settlement, through the same circuitous' con- 
duit, thus involving the political arm of the White 
House, of which Mr. Flanagin is a prominent mem- 
ber, as an important party to the ITT case. 

* Mr - Kleindienst received a long letter from 
New York lawyer — and ITT special counsel — 
Lawrence E. Walsh last April, which indicated, 
among other things, that Mr. Kleindienst had 
already been consulted in the ITT litigation. 

In short, it is the administration’s handling of 
the ITT case, in general, and Mr. Kleindienst’s 
role in particular, rather than the fun time Mrs. 
Beard had on Derby Day, which is at the center 
of the ITT affair. This is not, after all, an argument 
over an autobiography of Heward Hughes. It is a 
matter having to do with the integrity and recti- 
tude of the highest officials of the government and 
the officers of a great corporation and for the sake 
of what is left of public confidence in our political 
system it deserves to be treated in that light. 




